Biddiia VU be A Bebe ded 19, 1952 


704th BROADCAST 


hime Neeling 


t / BULLETIN OF AMERICA’S TOWN MEETING OF THE AIR 


Broadcast by 278 Stations of the ABC Network 


| U.S. Pat. Off. Reg. U. S. Pat. Off. 


Are We Losing Our Civil Liberties in 
Our Search for Security ? 


Guest Moderator, ERWIN CANHAM 


Speakers 
HAROLD H. VELDE PATRICK MURPHY MALIN 


* 


COMING 


February 26, 1952 


“Will Universal Military Training Make 
Better Citizens of Our Youth?’’ 


Published by THE TOWN HALL, Inc., New York 36, N.Y. 


VOLUME 17, NUMBER 43 cs $5.00 A YEAR, 15c A COPY 


Town Meeting && 


VOL. 17 No. 43 


Are We Losing Our Civil Liberties in 


Our Search for Security? 


* 
The Broadcast of February 19, 1952, from 9:00 to 9:45 p. m., EST, over 
the American Broadcasting Company Network, originated from Faneuil 
Hall, Boston, Massachusetts, under the auspices of Civic and Religious 
Groups of Boston. 


* 


The account of the meeting reported in this Bulletin was transcribed from recordings 
made of the actual broadcast and represents the exact content of the meeting as nearly as 
such mechanism permits. The publishers and printer are not responsible for the statements 
of the speakers or the points of views presented. 


THE SPEAKERS’ COLUMN 


CONGRESSMAN HAROLD H. VELDE—Republican of Illinois; member of the 
House Un-American Activities Committee. 

Born on a farm near Parkland, Illinois, on April 1, 1910, Harold Velde 
received his AB. degree from Northwestern University in 1931, and his 
L. L. B. degree from the University of Illinois Law School in 1937. After 
practicing law in his home town and serving as a Special Agent for the 
F. B. I. during World War II, he was elected to Congress in 1948, and 
quickly appointed to the Education and Labor Committee and the House 
Un-American Activities Committee. For his work with the latter, Con- 
gressman Velde has been described as ‘“‘the outstanding young watchdog 
against the subyersive element.’’ Representative Velde believes that the best 
protection against ‘‘the subversive element’’ is to give the public the 
quickest and fullest possible information about their techniques and current 
operations. 


en aas MURPHY MALIN—National Director of the American Ciyil Liberties 
nion. 

Born in 1903 in Joplin, Missouri, Mr. Malin attended the public schools 
there and from 1920-1924 the Wharton School of Finance and Commerce, 
University of Pennsylvania, where he received a B.S. in economics. He 
continued working in economics at Columbia University, and in 1930 he 
went to teach at Swarthmore College, where he is now a full professor. 
From 1940-1947, he was on leave from Swarthmore, serving various goy- 
ernment agencies in the war-time crisis. He was successively appointed 
as the American Director of the International Migration Service, New 
York City; Price Executive, Chemicals and Drugs Branch, OPA, Wash- 
ington; Deputy Chief, Division of Program and Requirements, Office of 
Foreign Relief and Rehabilitation Operations, State Department, Washing- 
ton. In 1943 he moved to London to act as Vice-Director of the Inter- 
governmental Committee on Refugees. He returned to America and 
Swarthmore College following his period of service in London, and in 
1950 the American Civil Liberties Union appointed him National Director. 


Moderator: ERWIN CANHAM, Editor of the Christian Science Monitor. 


Town Meeting is published weekly at 32 S. Fourth St., Columbus 15, Ohio, by The 
Town Hall, Inc., New York 36, New York. Send subscriptions and single copy orders to 
Town Hall, New York 36, N.Y. 

Subscription price, $5.00 a year, (Canada, $6.00); six months, $3.00, (Canada, $3.50); 
eight weeks, $1.00, (Canada, $1.20); 15c¢ a single copy. Entered as second-class matter, 
May 9, 1942, at the Post Office at Columbus, Obio, under the Act of March 3, 1879. 


Copyright, 1952, BY THE TOWN HALL, INC. 


v 


| Announcer: 
Your Town Meeting tonight 
( Originates from historic Faneuil 


)} Hall in Boston, and our host com- 
|mittee includes representatives of 
i twenty-two civic, religious, and 
labor organizations of Boston and 
ithe state of Massachusetts. 

It is through their efforts that 
this broadcast comes to you from 
‘one of the most significant meet- 
‘ing places in America. The orig- 
inal hall, built by Peter Faneuil 
in 1742, was destroyed by fire 
twenty years later, but was re- 
built and used as a theatre and a 
public hall for early American 
frown meetings. 


In Revolutionary days, it was 
the meeting place of patriots and 
‘thus gained for itself the title 
“the cradle of liberty.” It was 
here in Faneuil Hall that historic 
speeches were made by Webster, 
*y Sumner, Wendell Phillips, 
Everett and others. It 
as indeed an appropriate setting 
dor our discussion of tonight’s 
subject on civil liberties. 

Now to preside as moderator 
Over our discussion, here is the 
distinguished editor of the Chris- 
tan Science Monitor and ABC 
aetwork commentator, Erwin Can- 


am. (Applause) 


oderator Canham: 


D 


Good evening, ladies and gentle- 
men. “Are We Losing Our Civil 
Liberties in Our Search for Secu- 
lity?” That is partly a factual 
uestion and partly a matter of 
»pinion. 

We ought first of all to know 
he facts. In what ways, if any, 
we we losing civil liberties to- 
ay? Have national reactions to 
ae investigations of the Commit- 
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tee on Un-American Activities of 
the House of Representatives de- 
prived us of any of our civil lib- 
erties? Have the communists— 
who, it should be remembered, 
totally deny civil liberties in the 
countries they control—been re- 
sponsible indirectly for limiting 
civil liberties in the United States? 


Have such charges as those of 
Senator McCarthy of Wisconsin 
helped to create an atmosphere 
which restricts civil liberties ?. Has 
academic freedom been jeopardized 
by demands for loyalty oaths from 
school teachers and university pro- 
fessors? These and countless 
other provocative questions spring 
to mind as we tackle this hot 
subject. 

We have two very well qualified 
speakers here tonight to discuss 
the subject in historic Faneuil Hall 
in Boston, where we are meeting 
under the auspices of twenty-two 
civic, religious, and labor organ- 
izations of Boston. Our two 
speakers are admirably skilled in 
their subject and they are strain- 
ing at the leash. 


The first of them, Patrick 
Murphy Malin, is the National Di- 
rector of the American Civil Lib- 
erties Union. He was a Profes- 
sor of Economics at Swarthmore 
College, and he has held numerous 
governmental appointments at 
home and abroad. He is a 
valiant and a reasonable fighter 
for the cause of civil liberties. 

The second speaker, Represent- 
ative Harold H. Velde, Republican 
of Illinois, has the remarkable 
distinction of being a Congress- 
man, who prior to his period in 
Congress, worked as a special 
agent for the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation in that organization’s 


sabotage and counter-espionage di- 
vision. He is also a former County 
Judge and a lawyer. 

First, therefore, we will hear 
from Mr. Malin. Mr. Malin, are 
we losing our civil liberties? (Ap- 


plause) 


Mr. Malin: You and I will 
doubtless agree, Congressman 
Velde, that every government, if 
it is to endure, must prevent and 
punish actual acts of revolution 
or treason. It must prevent and 
punish those acts whatever their 
nature— violence, sabotage, espi- 
onage or any other subversive ac- 
tion. It must prevent and punish 
them whether they are big or 
little, open or secret, individual 
or conspiratorial. 

But, when our fathers brought 
forth on this continent a new 
nation, they brought forth not only 
a new nation, but a particular kind 
of new nation—a nation conceived 
in liberty, to be not only a free 
nation, but a nation of free people. 
That is our peculiar glory, and 
that is our perplexity. 


The greatest trouble is that in 
a time of international tension 
and conflict, when fears and tem- 
pers are high, it is terribly hard 
to keep the balance true. We 
‘let ourselves lose too much of 
our freedom as people, our civil 
liberties: free speech, fair trial, and 
equality before the law. 


We let ourselves lose them be- 
cause they are harder to dramatize 
than patriotism; and because they 
are not threatened with destruction 
all at once, but are whittled down 
bit by bit—often from the best 
of motives. 


Take, for example—other ex- 
amples in the discussion later— 
the Committee on Un-American 
Activities of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, of which Congressman 
Velde is a member. I honor 


that Committee for that portion of 
its work which has consisted in 
the expert ferreting out of actual 
subversive acts, but I think the 
Committee has too often not hewn 
strictly to the Constitutional line. 


It has, first, cut into the right 
of free speech by devoting most 
of its attention to propaganda in- 
stead of acts, threatening—through 
precedent and psychological at- 
mosphere—the freedom of all of 
us by invading the opinions and 
associations of some of us. 


It has, second, cut into the 
right of fair trial by providing 
inadequately for accused persons 
quickly to confront and _ cross- 
examine their accusers, and by in- 
dulging frequently in _ trial-by- 
publicity, though I am happy to 
note considerable improvement in 
methods recently. 


It has, third, cut into the right 
of equality before the law, by pil- 
lorying lawyers who have merely 
done their sworn duty in render- 
ing legal service to unpopular 
clients, but who hereafter will not 
in fact have equal opportunity to 
earn a living alongside of col- 
leagues no more law-abiding, but 
much less courageous. 


These are some of the ways in 
which we are losing our civil lib- 
erties in our search for security. 
And we are paying this price 
needlessly, for the most part. The 
almost complete absence of sabo- 
tage in our defense industries, even 
since June 1950, is the best pos- 
sible evidence that domestic com- 
munists and communist-sympathiz- 


ers are weak in numbers and 
strategic location. 
The atomic espionage cases 


show that the FBI is on the job. 
We should take to heart the New 
York Herald-Tribune’s summary 
of its recent series of articles by 
Herbert A. Philbrick, who as an 


FBI agent was on the inside of 
the Communist Party in Massa- 
chusetts. “It takes experts to fight 
experts,” says Mr. Philbrick. ‘“In- 
discriminate Red-baiting, loyalty 
oaths and laws ‘outlawing’ the 
party,” he points out, “can do 
little good and may actually im- 
pede the efforts of the responsible 
governmental authorities.” 


__ Never in the history of this 
Republic have its loyal citizens 
|been so informed and emphatic 
;and successful in answering by 
(argument the mere speech of 
‘would-be revolutionaries and trai- 
(tors. We can afford the risk of 
l¥etting them rant and rave, until 
(the circumstances in which they 
sate shooting off their mouths 
cereate the “clear and present dan- 
szer’” of actual subversive acts 
‘which Justice Oliver Wendell 
fifolmes used to talk about. 


We cannot, for the little gain 
that would come from silencing 
txem, afford the risk of silencing 
urselves. Thank you. (Applause) 


Canham: Thank you, Mr. 
(Malin. Now we turn to Represent- 
ative Velde of Illinois. Mr. Velde, 
ow do we strike a fair balance 
etween civil liberties and secu- 
ity ? 


Congressman Velde: First, let 
1e say that it is a genuine pleas- 
ure for me to appear on this fine 
program tonight in the great city 
of Boston and in Faneuil Hall, 
hich has so often aptly been de- 
scribed as the “cradle of American 
liberty.” 

I can feel the inspiration that 
ust have been in the minds and 
souls of our forefathers when they 
ebelled against the tyranny and 
ppression at the Boston Tea Party. 
can sense the great desire for 
stice and equality that prevailed 
n their hearts when they drew 
p and signed the Declaration of 


Independence and the United 


United States Constitution. 


These documents are merely the 
written evidence of public senti- 
ment which then prevailed, but to 
us of this generation they represent 
the very foundation of our Repub- 
lic, which has provided all of us 
with happiness, security and free- 
dom. So, it is fitting and proper 
that we exercise tonight one of the 
freedoms provided for by our fore- 
fathers in the Constitution, the 
freedom of open assembly and dis- 
cussion and debate. 


Mr. Malin, in discussing the 
question of the loss of liberty and 
freedom guaranteed by our fore- 
fathers in the Constitution, we must 
remember that in 1776 the issue 
of communist dictatorship was not 
in existence, and so the methods 
of protecting us from such a dicta- 
torship was not written into the 
Constitution. Nevertheless it is 
still a good guide. 

Communism, as it exists to- 
day, is actually tyranny and op- 
pression. Communism is enslavery 
and in no way compatible with the 
American ideals of freedom and 
justice; so I feel that we are justi- 
fied in using every protection our 
Constitution and laws provide to 
protect us from the threat of com- 
munist dictatorship. 


Naturally, in using these protec- 
tions, some American citizens will 
feel that they are being deprived 
of their liberties and freedoms 
and in their minds they probably 
are. But isn’t it better for the 
great majority of us who are 
loyal to America to use every 
means to preserve our rights than 
to bow down to a communist 
dictatorship which will provide 
us with no rights whatsoever? 

If Soviet Russia is able to break 
through our defenses and establish 
a dictatorship here in America, 


none of us would have either 
security or civil liberties. That 
is an undeniable fact learned from 
the tragic experiences suffered by 
Iron Curtain countries. 


Now those agencies of Federal 
Government designated by due proc- 
ess of law to protect our country 
from invasion by a foreign power 
are, I am sure, keenly aware of the 
great responsibility which is theirs. 
As a former FBI agent investigat- 
ing security cases during World 
War II, and as a present member 
of the House Un-American Activ- 
ities Committee, I am sure that 
I can vouch for the fact that these 
two organizations are leaving no 
stone unturned to protect our coun- 
try and people from destruction 
by a foreign power. 


Further than _ that, 
representatives of government 
grant every right and privilege 
under the laws of our land to 
subjects of investigation. I fee! 


these two 


certain, too, from personal obser- 
vation, that the McCarran Com- 
mittee and military intelligence 


agencies charged with protecting 
the security of our citizenry, are 
doing likewise. But all these 
agencies have met with a new and 
evil force more treacherous than 
has ever been known in the history 
of the world—the force of com- 
munist dictatorship. 

‘As the methods of aggresion and 
infiltration, used by the Soviet, be- 
come more and more treacherous 
and subtle, so too must _ these 
agencies of protection become in- 
creasingly alert and strong. I 
firmly believe that increasing the 
Opposition to Communism in this 
country and other subversives can 
and will be done without the loss 
of freedoms and liberties guar- 
anteed to our many loyal Ameri- 
can citizens. Thank You. (Ap- 
plause) 


Mr. Canham: Thank you very 
much, Representative Velde. We've 
now had statements from our two 
principal speakers, and I’m sure 
that each of them would like to 
pursue the subject a little further 
—perhaps ask a question of the 
other before we go into the gen- 
eral question ~period. 


First, therefore, Mr. Malin, as 
the first speaker, is there some 
point you'd like to bring up out 
of Representative Velde’s remarks 
with which perhaps you are not 
satisfied ? 


Mr. Malin: Congressman Velde, 
I honor greatly your earlier career 
as an agent preventing espionage 
and sabotage as acts of com- 
munists designed to overthrow the 
government of this country. How 
is it necessary, however, to prevent 
the circulation or the reading of 
books in this country to be labeled 
as subversive by the Librarian of 
Congress, as they would be if your 
bill recently introduced were 
passed ? 


Mr. Canham: Mr. Velde, would 
you like to comment on that? | 


Congressman Velde: Mr. Malin, 
I certainly appreciate your very) 
kind remarks about my past his-, 
tory. Regarding the bill that I 
now have before Congress, let me, 
say this. First of all, I do not. 
deny the right of any teacher in 
this country to teach communism. 
I think it should be done. I, 
think evetybody should have the, 
right to read about communism. 
I think they should have the right 
to read subversive literature. But 
I do think very definitely that, 
when they are reading that, they 
should know that it is subversive 
literature. ) 


The communist technique is 
very treacherous; and it is very, 
true, as we have found out in 
our past investigations, that every- 


one is not familiar with the 
technique of the communists and 
their propaganda. I believe that 
my bill will aid in solving this 
difficulty. 

And now, may I ask .. .? 


Mr. Canham: Yes, in a minute, 
Mr. Velde, but I think our audi- 
ence needs to know a little more 
about your bill. Would you tell 
us just what it provides? 


_ Congressman Velde: This bill 
‘provides, generally speaking, that 
the Librarian of Congress shall 
list the various authors by con- 
sultation with the various com- 
|mittees of Congress dealing in in- 
(ternal security work, with the 
|FBI to the greatest extent that it 
(can, with the Attorney General, 
and list any author that has been 
[listed by those agencies and his 
‘history and background and place 
iit with the literature in the Con- 
ca2ressional Library, so that this 
could act as a guide to other 
libraries throughout the country. 


_Mr. Canham: I can’t resist say- 
ing that we’re going to have 
ow a nice little subversive sec- 
tion in the Library of Congress. 
ey have a rare book section, 
and now a subversive book section. 
(Applause) Ladies and_ gentle- 
en, I’m not trying to express 
myself one way or the other—I’m 
oointing out a very interesting 
proposal, and I’ve already cut Mr. 
Velde twice from asking a per- 
inent question of Mr. Malin. 
Perhaps you’d like to say whatever 
ou wish now. 


‘Congressman Velde: I would 
like to say this, that the Librarian 
f Congress has a duty of segre- 
ating obscene literature, and I 
ink his duty, as far as com- 
aunist literature is no greater than 
is duty in that respect. Of 
urse you all realize that the 
iibrarian of Congress has quite 


a number of helpers to assist him 
in this and I do not think it 
would be too much of a task to 
do that. 


Mr. Malin, I think that you will 
agree that the protection of our 
scientific war secrets, such as the 
atomic bomb, is necessary, vital, to 
the security of the people of this 
nation. I happen to know, and I 
feel that you do, too, that Soviet 
agents roamed this country during 
the last fifteen years and they ob- 
tained a number of vital secrets. 
One of those was the partial secret 
of the atom bomb, which enabled 
Russia to gain control of the 
secret of the atom bomb. This 
was done through the operation of 
her agents here in this country in 
connection with the American Com- 
munist Party and Soviet diplo- 
mats. 


Well, we all agree that even a 
spy certainly has the right here 
in America to the protection which 
our Constitution affords. Don’t you 
agree with me, Mr. Malin, that we 
have lost a great deal of security 
for a loyal people in protecting 
these traitorous agents of the 
Soviet Union? 


Mr. Malin: I agree that we have 
lost some American security by 
unsuccessfully ferreting out spies 
and saboteours. I think that in 
protecting ourselves against them, 
the only method that is effective is 
detective work of better and better 
quality. You do not find out if a 
man is a deep-dyed nefarious con- 
spirator by asking him to take a 
loyalty oath. If he is such a 
conspirator, he will, of course, 
take such a loyalty oath. Perjury, 
in the heavenly sense, is meaning- 
less to him, and perjury in the 
earthly sense is all in the day’s 
work. When you are protecting 
the civil liberties of people, you 
are not guaranteeing them im- 


munity in the commission of il- 
legal acts. All you are protecting 
is their free speech, fair trial, and 
equality before the law. 


The only thing about commun- 
ists that I defend is their civil 
liberties, and the only reason I 
defend those civil liberties for 
them is that those liberties belong, 
not to them, but to us. (Applause) 


Mr. Canham: Thank you. Rep- 
resentative Velde, I think you 
have a question for Mr. Malin. 


Congressman Velde: I think you 
have agreed, Mr. Malin, that we 
have lost considerable advance- 
ment in security when the Soviet 
Union was allowed to gain control 
of some of our scientific secrets. 
I wonder just why the Soviet 
Union or how the Soviet Union 
was able to secure those secrets. 
Was it the fault of our investigat- 
ing agencies in this country, our 
counter-espionage agency? Was 
it the fault of our Attorney Gen- 
eral, who was charged and is 
charged with the enforcement of 
our espionage laws? Just how did 
this come about—the loss of our 
scientific secrets to Soviet Russia? 


Mr. Canham: That is a very 
interesting question that Mr. Velde 
has asked and I hope Mr. Malin 
comments on it. I'd like to ask 
either one of them to tie in the 
loss of those secrets with the ques- 
tion of civil liberties about which 
we are talking tonight. But first 
Mr. Malin, on the question which 
has just been addressed to him by 
Mr. Velde. 


Mr. Malin: We lost secrets 
through Klaus Fuchs and we lost 
secrets through Harry Gold because 
they were not apprehended by our 


investigative agencies. Neither 
one of them could have been identi- 
fied by any process of asking him 
whether he was a member of any 
group in this country. They were 
not. If you really want to be a 
successful spy in any country, you 
do not identify yourself openly 
with any amount of visibility at 
all with that country’s’ enemy 
groups. You keep your iden- 
tification secret. If you want to 
be a successful spy in this coun- 
try, you ought to belong to the 
Rotary Club or a successful trade 
union or some other respectable 
organization. (Applause) 


Mr. Canham: Mr. Velde, would 
you like to comment on that? 


Congressman Velde: Of course, 
I believe that the protection of 
our scientific war secrets is very 
vital to security. I believe fur- 
ther that the protection of civil 
liberties of these espionage agents 
—and not only the liberty te 
become a member of the Com- 
munist Party, but other liberties— 
have a lot to do with the failure 
of our agencies of government 
to apprehend spies. 


Now you've of course placec 
the blame on the investigative 
agencies. I can assure you, Mr. 
Malin, that the FBI uncovered this 
espionage ring known as the com: 
munist apparatus, and they pro 
duced evidence for presecution o! 
this communist spy ring at the 
same time Canada was successfully 
prosecuting nine out of ten o: 
their espionage agents. And yet, the 
Attorney General or someone failec 
to authorize prosecution or au 
thorize the arrest of these espion 
age agents during that time. | 

| 


{ 


| Mr. Canham: 1 think it’s time 
‘to let the audience in on this ques- 
‘tion asking, and so first of all, here 
lis a question which is addressed 
‘to Representative Velde. 


Man: Why does not reading the 

‘Declaration of Independence in 
‘public constitute advocacy of the 
‘principles of over-throwing govern- 
‘ment by violence and so violate 
existing statutes? 
_ Congressman Velde: If that ques- 
‘tion were asked before 1776, before 
sur Revolution, the answer would 
be, of course, that it would incite 
riot; but since that Declaration of 
Independence was written, we have 
successfully overthrown the yokes 
«of foreign oppression and tyranny. 
| And so, in this country today the 
1 Declaration of Independence, the 
reading of it, would certainly not 
(cause any riot or anything else as 
{far as that is concerned. We are 
taot a colony anymore, dependent 
1upon some foreign nation. We are 
i independent. 

Mr. Canham: Now let’s have a 
(question for Mr. Malin. 


Lady: Mr. Malin, do the Jean 
‘Muirs of America have a fair 
(chance to defend themselves? 


Mr. Malin: The question having 
ito do with Jean Muir relates to 
lher dismissal from the General 
Foods Corporation Television pro- 
.gram in August 1950. I do not 
[know myself, of independent 
|knowledge, whether Miss Jean 
Muir is a member of the organiza- 
‘tions or was guilty of the things 
‘which were alleged. I do know 
‘that for a private publication, Red 
Channels, published by publishers 
of Counter Attack, so to allege, 
and then other private individuals 
‘to bring pressure to have censor- 


QUESTIONS, PLEASE! 


ship or suppression applied to a 
radio performer, without thorough 
investigation, is a violation of the 
second type of civil liberty; namely, 
fair trial. What do we mean in 
this country by fair trial before 
we reach a conclusion? We mean 
specification of charges, fair and 
open hearing, considered judgment 
and the chance for review. She 
didn’t have it, and she hasn’t had 
it yet. 

Mr. Canham: Thank you very 
much. I think Mr. Velde has an 
observation he’d like to make 
about the Jean Muir case or re- 
lated matter. 


Congressman Velde; Of course, I 
cannot take responsibility for what 
any author of any book or pub- 
lication says. He has to take that 
responsibility himself. However, it 
is my belief that no one has an 
inherent constitutional right to a 
job. You have your civil liberties 
if you lose that job, and they are 
adequately provided for by our 
Constitution, by our state laws, 
which follow the Constitution in 
many respects. So if Miss Muir 
feels that she has been offended 
legally by the action of the author 
of—I believe it was Red Channels 
—she certainly has the civil 
remedy in a suit for libel, and she 
certainly has a remedy in a suit 
on her contract with her employer. 


Man: Congressman, isn’t it true 
that those in this country who are 
trying to push us into war are 
also interested in shutting people 
up and curbing civil liberties by 
the Red scare and by methods of 
legislation? 

Congressman Velde: 1 don’t know 
who the people are who are try- 
ing to push us into war. Believe 


me when I say that I am not one 
of them, because I don’t like war, 
and I have a son who would neces- 
sarily have to fight if we become 
involved in all-out war, and he 
might have to fight in the Korean 
War, too. God forbid that anyone 
think so poorly of his country 
that he would want to put us into 
war. I don’t think that we have 
any loyal American who would 
want to do that. 


Man: Mr. Malin, what do you 
think should be the standard for 


the loyalty of government em- 
ployees? Is reasonable doubt of an 
employee’s loyalty sufficient for 
removal ? 


Mr. Malin: It seems to me that 
the first thing to do to get the 
complete loyalty to which the gov- 
ernment as an employer is en- 
titled is to separate the sensitive 
positions from those not sensitive. 
By sensitive positions, I mean 
those closely affecting the conduct 
of military affairs and international 
policy. With respect to those posi- 
tions, they should be regarded as 
security risks and people should 
be excluded from them or dis- 
missed from them on the basis of 
risk. 


Even if a person is not found 
to be disloyal or not to have 
reasonable grounds for disloyalty 
leveled against him, his associa- 
tions, the fact that he drinks too 
much and talks too much when he 
drinks too much, may constitute 
a security risk, if he is in a job 
where such information is avail- 
able. That type of sensitive posi- 
tion should not have security-risk 
people in it. 

All other positions in the govern- 
ment should have regular adminis- 
trative examinations of the per- 
formance of the people on the 
job, and people should be dis- 


10 


missed from those positions, i 
they are to be dismissed fro 
them, on the basis of loyalty of 
inefficiency or anything else on th 
findings of regular administrative 
supervision. The difficulty with 4 
comprehensive, all-inclusive loyal 
program is that it deflects th 
energies of the investigative agen- 
cies from the security risk posi 
tions to those in which security 
risk is absent or almost absent. 


Mr. Canham: Mr. Velde would 
like to say a word on this subject. 


Congressman Velde: I can agre 
with you, Mr. Malin, in a great 
part of what you say. However, 
I want to bring this point to the 
attention of my listening audience 
tonight. A government employee 
has no inherent right to a job 
with the government. The govern- 
ment, I feel, should make certain 
specifications, require certain quali- 
fications, and one of those quali- 
fications should certainly be loyalty 
in any type of job that a govern- 
ment employee holds; so I think 
that while I’m not entirely in 
accord with the President’s loyalty 
program, I think that he certainly 
has a right to establish such a’ 
program and require as a pre- 
requisite to employment loyalty to: 
the government which employs a‘ 
person. 


Mr. Canham: Thank you very 
much. Now let’s have another ques- , 
tion from the floor. 


Lady; Representative Velde, why | 
do you feel that the national 
security today requires laws like 
the McCarran Act when they were | 
unnecessary during total war ten 
years ago? 


Congressman Velde: 1 believe 
that an act similar to the McCarran | 
bill is necessary because we dis- 
covered to our’ horror, as I was: 
saying a few minutes ago, that 


many of the secrets that our 
American scientists produced, many 
pf the weapons of war, the knowl- 
edge of the atomic bomb, were 
stolen from us due to our lack 
of security laws. Therefore, I don’t 
know whether the McCarran bill 
particularly aids in anti-espionage 
svork here in the United States, 
but it certainly does get at the 
source of that espionage work 
here —the American Communist 
Party. 

_ Man: Mr. Malin, do you believe 
the so-called loyalty laws such as 
aryland’s or the recent Massachu- 
setts loyalty act will benefit the 
community ? 

Mr. Malin: It seems to me that 
we delude ourselves when we try 
¢2 promote loyalty by asking 
people whether they are loyal. The 
Wisloyal ones pretend to be loyal 
and continue their disloyal work. 
e loyal ones who are con- 
ecientious object to signing forms 
of words which some administrator 
‘must later interpret, and they ob- 
fect to the implication that there 
is some extra test which they must 
meet in their job, beside the faith- 
ful performance of their duty. 
Mr. Canham: Very good. Now 
det’s have a question addressed to 
Representative Velde. 


Man: Congressman Velde, do 
eovernment employees receive a 
fair hearing when they are denied 
ithe right to confront and cross- 
examine the witnesses against them? 


Congressman Velde: The right of 
confrontation, the right to be faced 


pby your witnesses, is only guaran- 
A loyalty 


ent, and the procedure is en- 
itirely different. It’s more similar 
ito procedures, the legal procedures, 
bbefore administrative agencies; so 


while I would like very much to 
see the witness or the employee 
have an opportunity to question and 
cross-examine the witnesses who 
appear against him, I still say that 
it is perfectly legal under our Con- 
stitution and our statutes. 

Lady: Mr. Malin, how may the 
individual retain his civil rights in 
an increasingly centralized govern- 
mental structure? 

Mr. Malin: The more govertn- 
ment there is, the more threat 
there is to individual liberties, 
because the .more decisions get 
made centrally. What individuals 
have to do is what they have al- 
ways had to do in confronting any 
government: They have to speak 
their minds all the time. That isa 
good old-fashioned American habit 
of speaking your mind and joining 
the organizations you believe in 
and leaving them when you don’t 
like them. You do that, and when- 
ever anyone calls that habit of 
speaking your mind into question, 
for anyone else, you come to his 
defense, and you come to his de- 
fense on fair trial, and you come 
to his defense in equality before 
the law, in courts, in legislatures, 
in mewspapers, in churches, in 
homes everywhere. There is no 
substitute for free men acting free. 
(Applause) 

Mr. Canbam: Thank you thank 
you very much. Now, Mr. Velde 
would like to give his views on 
this same point. 

Congressman Velde: I have prac- 
tically the same views as Mr. Malin 
on this. I agree with him entirely 
in the statement, that the more 
federal bureaucracy we have, the 
more control we have and the more 
we lose our freedoms, and that is 
what is happening today and has 
happened for the last twenty years, 
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and I think it is time we put a 
stop to it. (Applause) 


Mr. Canham: Well, now we've 
taken a firm stand against bureauc- 
racy. I’ve never yet heard anyone 
defend bureaucracy. Let’s have a 
question this time from the floor 
addressed to Mr. Velde. 


Man: Congressman Velde, does 
the attempt to stop the advocacy 
of communist ideas suggest a fear 
that democratic ideas are not strong 
enough to overpower communist 
ideas? 


Congressman Velde: No, I don’t 
think so at all. I think that we 
understand the nature of com- 
munist ideas at the present time. 
If you’re speaking of the Marxian 
philosophy of communism, I don’t 
think that anyone is particularly 
afraid of that here in the United 
States. If you’re speaking of the 
present dictatorship—communism— 
I am sure that we’re not afraid 
to stand our democracy or our 
republican form of government up 
against that any day. 

Man: Mr. Malin, don’t you be- 
lieve that the purpose of the at- 
tacks against our civil liberties 
is to silence the people’s voice for 
peace and butter and to protect the 
largest war profits in history? 

Mr. Malin; No. I think the great- 
est part of the attacks on our civil 
liberties comes from people who 
are genuinely concerned about na- 
tional security. There may be some 
clouded motives—there always are; 
but the great body of this attack 
on our civil liberties comes from 
people who are genuinely con- 
cerned about the threat from with- 
out and from within, and any of 
us who believe in civil liberties 
as the chief end of democratic 
civilization had better come to 
grips with that sincere preoccupa- 
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tion. Otherwise we're deludin, 
ourselves. (Applause) 

Lady: Congressman Velde, since 
the communist party is legally 
recognized, is not a person withir 
his constitutional rights in refusing 
to say whether he is a member? 

Congressman Velde: Did yov 
preface that statement on the fact 
that the communist party is a legal 
party? 

Lady: Yes, a legally recognized 
political party. 

Congressman Velde: Then should 
he have the right to refuse to 
answer questions on the grounds 
that it might tend to incriminate 
him ? 


Lady: Yes. 
Congressman Velde: Well, of 
course, I don’t think that he 


should have, and I don’t think 
that he should have especially be- 
fore an investigating committee of 
Congress, because an investigating 
committee of Congress is not a 
court of law; and the requirement 
of our constitution only protects— 
in my opinion, at least—defendants. 
in criminal actions in a court of 
law. So that under the circum- 
stances that you mentioned, that: 
the communist party is a legal 
party, no one should be given 
the right to refuse to answer ques- 
tions concerning his connections 
with it. 

Mr. Canham: Thank you, very 
much. I’m sorry that we haven’t 
the chance to pursue this and 
many other similar questions. 

Thank you, Congressman Velde 
and Mr. Malin, for your contri- 
bution to our discussion, and our 
appreciation to the twenty-two 
civic, religious and labor organi- 
zations of Boston, our hosts for 
this broadcast from Faneuil Hall. 
So plan to be with us next week 
and every week at the sound of 
the Crier’s Bell. 


"OR FURTHER STUDY OF THIS WEEK’S TOPIC 


Background Questions 


Are the methods we are using to combat Communism good, too weak 
Or too strong? 


a. Are they helping us to strengthen our national security ? 
b. Are they within the framework of democratic processes ? 
c. Do they enable us to cacth Communists and yet not hurt innocent 
people? 
d.Is the harm which may be done to innocent people incidental to 
the greater good? 
e. Are present methods effective in distinguishing between Com- 
munists and non-Communist liberals? 
f.Can legislation produce loyalty and eliminate unpopular and 
dangerous thoughts? 
_ g. Are our methods of fighting Communism a threat to civil liberties? 
h. Should we be concerned about protecting the civil liberties of Com- 
munists whose aim is the destruction of our liberties? 
i. When a group declares its purpose to be the violent overthrow of 
| our government, are we justified in using any means to protect our 
security ? 


> 


.. According to what criteria can we determine whether a person is 
a threat to our security? 


a. Is membership in the Communist Party prima facie evidence of a 
threat to our security? 

b. If so, should the Communist Party be outlawed ? 

c. As long as the Communist Party is legal, can we combat Com- 
munism without imposing thought control and police state tactics? 

d. How can a Communist be identified ? 

e. Are all Communists a threat, or only those in positions of leader- 

_ ship? 

f. Are there some non-Communists who are so sympathetic to the 
party that they threaten our security as much as or more than party 
members? If so, how can we combat the threat they pose and 
on what basis can they be prosecuted? 

g. If war with Russia came tomorrow, would the Communist Party 
be able to hamper our war effort? If so, to what extent? 


. Does the Attorney General’s list of subversive organizations provide 

a yardstick for measuring loyalty? 

a. Should people be condemned for having belonged to such organ- 
izations before they were labeled subversive ? 

b. Should membership in such organizations be considered a crime? 

c. If not, should such publications as “Red Channels” be used to deny 
members a livelihood in fields where they do not threaten the 
national security? 

d. What redress has a person whose name has been listed in ‘Red 
Channels” or who has belonged to an organization on the Attorney 
General’s list? 

. Are loyalty oaths a yardstick for security? 

a. Does signing prove loyalty, or conversely, does refusal to sign 
prove disloyalty? 

b. Have loyalty oaths disclosed any Communists? 

Is the Smith Act, under which the eleven Communist leaders were 

jailed, effective? 

a. Should people be prosecuted for their beliefs rather than for unlaw- 


ful conduct? 
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6. Are the FBI and the Loyalty Review Board adequate to fight Com- 
munism ? } 
a.Is “reasonable doubt” of loyalty a fair criterion for dismissing’ 

Government employees? : 

b. Are such investigations as are being conducted by the House Un- 
American Activities Committee, the California Fact Finding Com-' 
mittee on Un-American Activities, and the McCarran Committee 
necessary to supplement the work of the FBI and the Loyalty Re. 
view Board? d 

c. Have Senator McCarthy’s disclosures aided ‘the work of other 
groups which are fighting Communism? 

d. What opportunity should be given to those accused of being Com- 
munists to, have a hearing so that either their innocence or guilt 
can be proved? 

e.In investigating Communist activities, how valid is the word of 
confessed ex-Communists? 
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VOLUME 17 


. Can Asia Be Saved from Com- 


munist Imperialism? 

What Kind of World Does 
World Youth Want? 

How Will Further Defense 
Production Affect Your Stand- 
ard of Living? 

Are We Governed by Lob- 
bies? 


- Who Will Pay for the In- 


creased Taxes? 


* What’s Wrong With College 


Football ? 


Can Legislation Cure Segrega- 
tion in Housing? 


. Will Industrial Japan Domi- 


_ nate Asia’s Markets? 


-. Western Germany’s Place in 


Europe. 


. McCarthyism: Good or Bad? 


Is the Welfare State Fair to 


All? 


Is American Youth Accepting 
Responsibility ? 


How Will the Truman Ad- 
ministration Look to History? 


. Who Can Win in 1952? 
_ Are We Teaching People To 


Think ? 


<t Town Meeting Bulletin 


. Are We 


The Crisis in American Edu- 
cation. 

Europe and America—Partners 
or Rivals? 


Are We Close To Solving 
Our Race Problem? 


. Are Our Protestant Churches 


Reaching the Hearts and 
Minds of Men? 


How Can Britain and America 
Reconcile Their Differences? 


Is This a Man’s World? 


How Can We Get from Janu- 
ary to December? 


Wil Life Be Better in 1952? 


How Can We Fight Corrup- 
tion in Government? 


. How Can We Protect Amer- 


ican Citizens Behind the Iron 
Curtain? 

The Republican Nomination— 
Eisenhower or Taft? 
Should Congress 
vised ? 

Is the West Losing the Sup- 
port of the Middle East? 
Are We Trying to Dominate 
Our European Allies? 


Be Tele- 


Losing Our Civil 
Liberties in Our Search for 
Security? 


Order single copies at 15¢ each from TOWN HALL, Inc. 
Town Hall, New York 36, N. Y. 


venty-six Consecutive Issues of Town 
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